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motions for summary judgment with respect to plaintiffs’ negligence claims;
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photographs and testimony regarding whether defendant ever had had suicidal
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Appellate Court correctly concluded that defendant’s claim that trial court had
violated his constitutional rights by precluding defense counsel from questioning
witness about circumstances surrounding termination of her employment and
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not permit municipalities that derive their zoning authority from § 8-2 to create
planned development districts; claim that planned development district proposed
by defendant violated uniformity requirement of § 8-2; whether defendant plan-
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